Brookline Advisory Committee

Schools Subcommittee

FY24 Budget Request(s) of The Public Schools of Brookline

The Schools Sub-Committee held a public hearing via Zoom on March 8, 2023. In
attendance were subcommittee members Ben Birnbaum, Cliff Brown, Katherine Florio,
Stephen Reeders and Carolyn Thall. Also present and/or registered to attend were
Superintendent Dr. Linus Guillory, Finance and Administration Consultant Ruth Quinn
Berdell, School Committee members Mariah Nobrega, Valerie Frias and Helen Charlupski,
Select Board member Jon VanScoyoc and members of the public Carla Benka, John
Bowman, Mike Toffel, and Emily Dolbear. The following is a link to the presentation:
https://tinyurl.com/53rhmedp

The Sub-Committee held a subsequent meeting via Zoom of March 15, 2023 to discuss the
presentation that Dr. Guillory made on March 8" In attendance and/or registered were
subcommittee members Ben Birnbaum, Cliff Brown, Katherine Florio, Stephen Reeders and
Carolyn Thall, School Committee members Maria Nobrega and Valerie Frias and members
of the public Lucy Florman, Hilary Dolstad, Michele McGlone, Bob Miller, Moderator Kate
Poverman and Mike Toffel. The following is a link to the presentation:
https://tinyurl.com/y8uk6uaa

The Sub-Committee held a third meeting via Zoom on March 22, 2023 to review and vote
on the budget request(s). In attendance and/or registered were subcommittee members Ben
Birnbaum, Cliff Brown, Katherine Florio, Stephen Reeders and Carolyn Thall, School
Committee members Maria Nobrega and Helen Charlupski and Select Board member John
VanScoyoc. The following is a link to the presentation: https://tinyurl.com/yc5b46rt

Executive Summary, Votes and Subsequent Events

For FY24, The Public Schools of Brookline have been allocated $127.0 million for
operations via the Town-School Partnership (TSP). Currently, the PSB projected budget is
about $130.0 million, leaving a gap of slightly more than $3.0 million the PSB would need to
address if the proposed override does not pass.

PSB is seeking a first-year operating override of $3,701,871 to fund that gap and to also
provide $690,000 to fund five (5) new initiatives. The three-year total override request from


https://tinyurl.com/53rhmedp
https://tinyurl.com/y8uk6uaa
https://tinyurl.com/yc5b46rt

the PSB is $6,988,367. This total reflects $6,101,927 for operations' and $886,440 for the

aforementioned initiatives.

The Subcommittee unanimously approved the PSB’s ‘No Override’ budget (5-0 vote). The

PSB’s ‘Override’ budget request was approved by a vote of 3 in favor (Birnbaum, Brown,
Thall) and 2 opposed (Florio, Reeders).

In its discussions and deliberations, themes the subcommittee focused on included: a desire
tor well-defined goals connected to measurable objectives, the desire for a stated plan to
deal with the achievement gap, questions about instructional rigor and degradation in basic
instruction, insufficient transparency with respect to capital planning and other data and the
allocation of resources between PSB and pressing needs of other Town departments
including, but not limited to, the Fire and Police Departments, the Department of Public
Health and the Council on Aging.

While the Subcommittee did narrowly approve the Override request, there was broad
support for the idea that the Advisory Committee send a strong message to Town Meeting
and the School Department about its concerns that some Town Departments have reached a
point where they can no longer effectively and appropriately deliver the services they are
supposed to.

On April 10, 2023, the Superintendent presented to the School Committee the impact of the
$1.85 million of base budget programmatic cuts and the additional cuts that would result
from a failed override. There was also presented an update on enrollment. The
Subcommittee did not have access to that information prior to its deliberations and

votes and the details of those presentations are not included in this report. However,

those presentations have been separately provided.

1 This, in essence, is the projected ‘structural gap’ for the next three fiscal years. .
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PSB Budget Request

The PSB’s initial budget request reflected a ‘maintenance of effort’ and its revised request
requires ‘programmatic adjustments’ of $1.85 million. The components of change from last
year can be seen in the following chart.

FY2023 Operating Budget $125,613,878
Loss of ESSER and ARP Funds $5,639,984
Contractual Obligations/Inflationaty Pressures $2,211,113
Anticipated Turnover -600,000

1 year stop gap - BEEP Revolving Account -1,000,000
FY2024 Superintendent’s Initial Budget Request | $131,864,685
Programmatic Adjustments $-1,850,000
I;Se(sgiésltSupermtendent s Revised Budget $130,014,685
FY2024 TSP Allocation (No Override Funds) $127,002,815
Operating Gap $3,011,870
New Initiatives $690,000
Initial (first year) Override Request $3,701,871
FY2024 Superintendent’s Override Budget

Request $130,704,685

The end of Covid-related funding from the State and Federal Governments has a major
impact in the schools’ increased ‘ask’ from FY23. Members both of the School Committee
and of the AC recognized for the past few years that using more than $5 million of one-time
or temporary emergency funds for permanent operating expenses was a risky move if
revenues did not recover to replace those funds and meet those expenses. That the Town is
now being asked to pick up that deficit and fund new initiatives given the relative funding
for Town Departments is troubling to most Subcommittee members.

The revised budget request has ‘programmatic adjustments’ of $1.85 million. In a No
Override scenario, the PSB will need to take an additional $3 million of cuts.

The following pie chart indicates the percentage allocation of the PSB’s budget request
between various categories:



Supplies, 2.7% _ Equipment, 1.0% Other Expenses,
T 0.6%

Services, 8.4%X

\Personnel, 87.4%

This chart is based on the PSB’s initial budget request and does not reflect either the $1.85
million of programmatic adjustments, the new initiatives the PSB is requesting in the
override or cuts that would be made in a failed override.

As shown on the following page, the PSB obtains operating funds via sources other than the
amounts provided by the TSP. Those sources include revolving and gift funds and Federal,
State and private grants. For FY24, those sources are projected to add an additional $18.25
million for a total budget of $145.25 million if an override does not pass and a total of
$148.96 million if the override does pass. Those amounts are, respectively, 2.1% less and
0.4% greater than FY23. The TSP allocation represents a 1.1% increase from FY23 while
the allocation assuming a successful override represents a 4.1% increase from FY23.



Revolving & Gift | Federal, State, &

PSB Appropriation Total FY Budget

Funds Private Grants

FY2021 Actual 120,731,886 4,463,578 7,041,383 132,236,847
FY2022 Actual 121,118,750 6,503,253 10,132,682 137,754,685
FY2023

Projected 125,613,878 7,122,050 15,566,711 148,302,639
Actual

FY2024

W/Override 130,704,685 9,015,100 9,235,811 148,955,596
Proj. Budget*

FY24 NO

Override 127,002,815 9,015,100 9,235,811 145,253,726

M PSB Appropriation 1 Revolving & Gift Funds M Federal, State, & Private Grants
150,000,000
140,000,000
130,000,000
120,000,000
110,000,000
100,000,000
FY2021 Actual FY2022 Actual FY2023 Projected FY2024 W/Override FY24 NO Overide
Actual Proj. Budget*



Projected FTEs

Personnel comprise the vast majority of the school operating budget. The following charts
provide a breakdown of total projected FTEs for FY24 as well as data from FY23. The
highlighted areas are more than 96% unionized:

FY 24 Operating Budget Staff by Classification (does NOT reflect possible adjustments
from programmatic cuts)

Personnel, by Major Job Classification FTE PERCENT
District Leadership/Support 29.02 2.33%
School Leadership 19.20 1.54%

Vice Principal/Cutticulum Coordinators 40.00 3.21%
Secretarial 37.50 3.01%
Teachers 829.33 66.51%
Paraprofessionals 247.58 19.85%
Custodians 44.38 3.56%
TOTAL PERSONNEL 1,247.01 100.00%

The following provides the initial budget allocation between personnel categories:

Area FY23 FY24 FTE FY24 Personnel Percent of
— FTE Budget* Budget
Schools 44437 44437 43,247,496 37.5%
Teaching and Learning 295.61 295.61 30,608,484 26.6%
Student Services 430.38 430.38 34,931,378 30.3%
District Departments 74.65 76.65 6,406,816 5.6%
TOTAL 1245.01 1,247.01 115,194,174 100.0%



Schools: K-5 classroom teachers, K-1 classroom paras, building administration
including general building aides and secretaries

Teaching and Learning: 6-12 subject area teachers, literacy and math specialists and
coaches, curriculum coordinators and secretaries supporting curticulum coordinators
Student Services: health services, special education educators (specialists and
paraprofessionals), guidance, social workers, psychologists

District Departments: custodial and food services, administration and finance, HR,
educational equity, registration & enrollment, superintendent, school committee.

The proposed 2.0 increase in FTE’s for Y24 reflects the addition of two custodians for the
new and larger Driscoll School.

The PSB has stated staffing is at 92% of pre-pandemic levels. Enrollment, as discussed
below, currently is at 91% of pre-pandemic levels.



Enrollment:

Student population (PK-12) as of October 2022 was 7,060, an increase of 131 students from
October 2021. The total enrollment at that point was 717 students or less than prior to the
pandemic (91% of pre-pandemic levels) and about 880 less than expected PK-12 based on
the Cropper-McGibben report of 2019. Enrollment was 44 students higher than the ‘low’
estimate provided last year but 177 students less than the mid-estimate upon which class size
projections were based.” PSB

Enrollment History
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2'The high estimate, which was from the Cropper-McKibbon report, was deemed not
relevant by both the AC and the PSB.



For the next school year (23-24), the PSB has once again created a forecast range for the
October enrollment that incorporates three different points. The low end of the range is
based on using cohort survival rates and an estimate for K enrollment. The mid-range is
based on some assumptions regarding new enrollment due to completion of larger multi-
family development projects and a return of a certain number of international and ELL
students who left the system during the pandemic. The high range is taken from the
Croppetr-McKibbon report’:

PSB Actual vs. Enrollment Range
@ HNumber of Students @ FY24 Single Boint Enroliment Indicator Average Cropper/McKibben
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School Year

The PSB have stated that beyond new construction they do not currently anticipate any
meaningful increase in total enrollment over the next few years and are monitoring
enrollment trends that may affect certain schools. Members of the subcommittee have
expressed concern over the past two budget cycles about the methodologies currently
utilized by the PSB in estimating enrollment.

Section Count and Class Sizes

Enrollment, class size guidelines and school placement drive the number of sections and
teacher headcount. As population declines, it is reasonable to expect PSB staff and the

3 The PSB have indicated that they do not believe the Cropper-McKibbon number is valid but are using it for the outside
boundary because they used the same methodologies last year.
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School Committee to seek cost efficiencies by reducing the number of sections. At the
time of the Subcommittee meetings, the PSB had not completed their estimates for next
year’s projected classroom count and related class sizes.

19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24
(Mid)
PK 252 153 255 257 248
K-8 5442 4703 4587 4716 4738
9-12 2083 2035 2087 2087 2195
Total 7777 6891 6929 7060 7195
K-8 sections 270 270 258 251 NA
K-8 avg/sec 20.2 17.4 17.8 18.8 NA

In discussions and budget presentations last year the PSB initially projected the number of
K-8 classrooms at 246, a reduction from 270 in 19-20 and 258 in 20-21. As the budget
season went on, the PSB reduced that projected number even further, to 237. At that
number and using the midpoint of the enrollment projections, it was assumed that average
class size would approximate 20.2, about the same as they were before the pandemic.
However, the district ended up with 251 classrooms, which resulted in an average class size

of 18.8, higher than both 20-21 and 21-22 but lower than expected.

The Subcommittee asked how the PSB managed to control costs while increasing the
number of classrooms above the projected complement. The PSB informed the
Subcommittee that the reduction from 258 to 237 classrooms would have resulted in
approximately $1.58 million of savings. Those savings were achieved via a combination of
the reduction to 251 classrooms and other salary adjustments.

10



Override Request

The school department has submitted a three-year override request totaling $6,988,367. The
components of the request, and the timing of the identified needs/wants is summarized

below:
FY24 FY25 FY26
Structural Gap $ 3,009,561 $ 4,598,436 $ 6,101,927
New Initiatives
Full Day BEEP NA $ - $ -
Athletics Support $ 135,000 $ 282,960 $ 296,542
Student Services Support $ 240,000 $ 251,520 $ 263,593
South Brookline No-Fee Bus  $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 200,000
K-12 WL Redesign $ 115,000 $ 120,520 $ 126,305
Sub-Total New Initiatives $ 690,000 $ 855,000 $ 886,440
Total (Override Request) $ 3,699,561 $ 5,453,436 $ 6,988,367

The following summarizes each specific new initiative:

Full-Day BEEP: BEEP is exploring offering a full-day program in order to both better
serve the community and to more effectively compete with alternatives in the market. One
of the most stated reasons for families not choosing BEEP for their children is the short
school day which does not line-up with other the regular school day. BEEP currently runs
from 8:00AM to 12:15 PM. The program would push the day to 2:30 PM. The program
would not begin until FY25 and is expected to be at least self-sustaining. Staff projects 190-
217 tuition paying students, while the break-even number of would be 160. Projected cost
of $17,500 compares to current $12,500. Other programs range from $16,000-$20,150.
Current BEEP plus extended day runs $19,300.

While the PSB is not seeking funds for the BEEP expansion initiative and it is hoped to be a
positive contributor to the BEEP revolving fund, concerns were expressed about the
capacity of existing staff to design and execute the plan and whether it could increase
workload for other departments or personnel.

Athletics Support: Participation has increased 25% from FY14 to FY23 while in FY15 staff
was reduced by 1.5 FTEs. The PSB runs activities 275 days per year, 70% of which are
located off-campus. There are more than 120 staff to supervise, support and develop. The
request includes, in FY24, a. restoring an administrative assistant to full time from half-time
(cutin FY15), b. adding an assistant athletic trainer (return a position cut in FY15), c.
increasing the assistant to the AD by 30 contracted days and d. increasing the AD by 31
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contracted days. In FY 25 there would be a 1.0 FTE supervisory position added to in part
develop athletics programming for students with disabilities that otherwise preclude them
from participating (“unified sports”).

Student Services*: Request includes 1.0 FTE PK-8 Special Education Director and 1.0 FTE
Nurse. In FY21, due to COVID financial constraints, one of the three PK-8 Special
Education Directors was removed from the budget. The Special Education Program Review
(external evaluation) completed in FY22 identified this as a deficiency to be corrected.

Also related to COVID, a health services-specific state grant funding has supported a 1.0
FTE nurse that, in addition to supporting COVID needs, has been instrumental in providing
additional needed medical support.

Funding the nurse was cited as an example of the Town having to pick up funding for
expiring grants and why, if Covid related issues subside, this professional should remain with

the PSB.

South Brookline No-Fee Bus: There are no additions to personnel with this service
change. The funds would allow for the removal of the current $§400 fee ($48,000 in revenue)
currently paid for 120 children as well as allow for additional morning/afternoon buses to
accommodate an expected increase in ridership.

World Language Redesign: The elementary world language program was instituted in
2008 but not implemented as initially structured. Every curriculum has periodic reviews and
the WL program review is currently being bid out with anticipated completion in early FY24.
Recommendations are expected. The review will inform a redesign of the K-12 WL
program to enhance language learning. The process is anticipated to take three years and the
funding is for a program design coordinator/specialist. Any redesign is planned to be
scoped so as not to exceed the current costs of K-12 WL.

Additional information and comments about these requests is provided in the answers to the written questions

submiitted by the subcommittee.

4 These additions have been deemed critical and regardless of whether or not the override passes will be added
with funds having to be identified elsewhere in the case of a failed override vote. See
https://tinyurl.com/Special-Ed-Outside-Review.
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Additional Information

Questions Submitted By the Subcommittee

Prior to the March 8, 2023 meeting, the subcommittee submitted numerous questions. They
are presented below with the written answers (which were elaborated on during the meeting)

provided by the PSB.

Overarching Questions:

“Every Child Achieving” is the PSB’s first stated goal. While, “With override
funding, PSB will remain one of the best school districts in the
Commonwealth” was the final statement in the administration’s override
presentation to the SB and AC.

1. What does ‘every child achieving’ mean? It seems very nebulous
and almost an incomplete statement. It begs the question
‘achieving what?’

The term reflects the fact that each child/student has a different achievement profile
related to their particular situation and needs, e.g.

1. Academic

2. Social/Emotional

3. Physical/Motor

4. Communication/Language
We are dealing with individuals; each child has, or may have at different points in
time, different needs. We are focused on making sure that all of the needs of our
students are met and sometimes that means achieving or making advances in areas
other than pure academics. Further, nearly 40% of PSB students are high-needs,
which provides a sense of the scale of PSB work beyond strictly academic
achievement.
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PSB Selected Student Populations (FY23)

B % of PSB Students [ % of State

First Language 30.8%
not English

English Language
Learner

Low-income

Students With
Disabilities

High Needs™

0% 20% 40% 60%

In discussions after his presentation, Dr. Guillory expanded on this topic, adding that
teacher’s assess children in a variety of ways to monitor their learning. An example
might be a child who enters school as a reader and demonstrates that skill. But being
able to read and being able to comprehend what one is reading are different skills. So
assessments can identify those issues and interventions can be used to alleviate them.
You can only do that if you are looking at each child as an individual. That also grows
into being able to identify where a child might be able to stretch at the same time as
they might need assistance in a different area of learning. These assessments go
beyond what MCAS can show because they provide real-time information and data to
our educators.

How does the PSB Administration or the SC measure and evaluate the
School System? Where do we see these metrics most clearly reflected in the
current proposed budget? There is a formal evaluation of the Superintendent by
the SC, which was re-initiated last spring following several interims (rating
received: 3, or satisfactory, on a 4-point scale). The question about system metrics, one
that the Subcommittee has asked about in several different ways and venues was not
well answered in writing. The written suggestion was that we should look at outside
websites as sources of information. In conversation it seems apparent the PSB do not
yet have a set of metrics they feel would adequately address the question. The belief,
expectation and goal is that the strategic planning process currently underway will result
in the establishment of appropriate metrics.
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3.

How does the PSB Administration and the SC know that the PSB is one of
the best school districts in the Commonwealth? There are numerous indicators
that PSB is one of the best school districts (eg DESE data), and indicators that
the success is not equitably distributed. Through the strategic planning process, we
will define what we believe are meaningful measures of success.

Enroliment (2021-22 school year) Grade 10 MCAS (2022) Other High School and Postsecondary indicators
School name Total EL% Low SWD ELA% Math% ELAAvg Math Mass Core Dropout  5-yrgrad 4-yrgrad College
Enrollment Inc % % M/E M/E SGP Avg SGP  completion rate (2020 (2021 enroliment
(2021-22) rate (2021)  (2021) cohort) cohort) (class of
2021)

-~
Acton-Boxborough - 1,703 1.1 94 11.0 89.0 90.0 56.3 61.2 86.1 0.2 989 98.8 814
Acton-Boxborough Reg’l
High
Arlington - Arlington High 1,483 1.2 123 12.1 82.0 83.0 50.9 62.6 100.0 0.2 97.1 96.7 73.8
Belmont - Belmont High 1,329 1.9 123 10.2 86.0 82.0 56.4 514 100.0 0.0 9%.4 997 74.6
Brookline - Brookline High 2,087 2.2 16.2 184 82.0 82.0 53.2 58.8 95.5 0.1 96.5 95.6 70.1
Lexington - Lexington High 2,273 29 7.7 12.3 88.0 86.0 55.7 57.1 100.0 0.3 99.5 98.7 78.6
Needham - Needham High 1,669 12 79 17.2 84.0 83.0 52.2 481 100.0 0.1 99.0 98.1 83.2
Newton - Newton North 2,098 23 15.9 19.9 81.0 79.0 63.2 703 854 0.2 96.6 97.1 725
High
Newton - Newton South 1,837 22 120 174 79.0 80.0 56.4 65.2 91.2 0.3 98.8 984 742
High
Wellesley - Wellesley Sr 1,406 0.2 7.3 16.3 83.0 84.0 50.8 716 99.7 0.1 99.2 979 78.6
High
Winchester - Winchester 1,349 1.1 9.1 16.2 90.0 84.0 60.8 56.2 84.8 0.6 98.8 98.9 824
High

Operational Questions

1. Update and information on the Strategic Plan. Has someone been

hired? What is the estimated cost of the process to develop the plan?
Where is that budgeted? What, if anything, is included in the override
request? Dr. Ruth Gilbert-Whitner has been hired. The Strategic Plan was
originally included in consulting for FY23 and then stripped out in the budgeting
process. The consultant was subsequently directly funded by the BEF.
2. Update on efficiency consultant hire. Outreach to a few; focus is on filling deputy
(CFO) role and refining RFP with new deputy.
3. Update on CFO search. PSB has interviewed several candidates. UPDATE: DR.
GUILLORY IS NEGOTIATING WITH A PREFERRED CANDIDATE.
4. How are things like broken screens and water leaks tracked, managed,
repaired? Which repairs are considered low priority, and which get immediate
attention? School Dude system is used by entire Town for all buildings
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5. What is our experience YID on non-salary expenses (inflation observations).
Budget managers were asked to check in with some of their larger
vendors/suppliers to determine what we should anticipate and budget for in regard
to pricing increases for FY2024. Many found that the anticipated increases would be
less than the 5% we had provided as guidance.

6. What changes, if any, to operations have already been made and efficiencies
identified? Quantifiable? Staffing has been reduced commensurately as shown
earlier, scheduling efficiency work to be presented next week to SC, purchasing
efficiencies such as group buying practices have been implemented.

7. PD is one of the few areas that was increased last year (by $194K to total
$480K). If the FY24 request is to keep that level, what is the reasoning? What is
the district ‘getting’ for $480,000° Why did this area increase so significantly
last year? The FY24 Budget Book says PD will be “measurable” — can that be
explained? PD data for FY22-24 will be provided offline after the meeting.” The
budget book says PD will be measurable for the Office of Educational Equity,
meaning that actual PD activities can be pointed to.

Classroom Questions

1. The number of classes (251) exceeds what the original PSB budget was (246),
much less reducing it as proposed in the spring (237)

a. What were the savings from those reductions expected to be ($1.8
million—going from 258 in 21-22 to 237 this year)? The savings from a
reduction from 258 to 237 classrooms would have been $1.58M at ~§75K per
FTE; The savings from only going to 251 was about $600K.

b. What was cut to achieve those reductions...cutting 8 classrooms couldn’t
have been much more than $700k? The savings were achieved through other
salary adjustments.

2. Guidelines are just that aren’t they? If an option was two classes with 2 children
over the upper guideline versus three classes at 4 children under the lower
guideline, why default to the latter, more conservative number, especially with
buffer flexibility for mid-year enrollments? Student academic and SEL needs
following the pandemic are still acute. PSB is focused on providing Tier 1 (Le. in-
classroom) supports for students. Lower student-teacher ratios support this vision.
This approach also saves on more intensive Tier 2+ interventions, which occur at even
lower ratios.

3. Our achievement gap seems to be growing. Are we doing worse than peer
communities? What are the system’s plans to ‘do better’ in this area? Because of
the pandemic, recent state data measurements cannot be compared across years.

5 To date, that information has not been delivered to the Subcommittee
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However, within years, MCAS data from similar districts shows similar trends for
Brookline's performance for students in grades 3-8 and 10 for students identified as
high needs. Recently, the district has collaborated with New Solutions K-12 to study
middle school programming and New Teacher Center to strengthen the process to
provide student support. A K-2 district literacy assessment has been implemented in
order to measure each student's trajectory in learning to read and to provide targeted
instruction to ensure the students are on track. The district is working to offer
equitable opportunities for every student across all schools and provide targeted
support to students in need.

See Middle School report, MCAS report, K-2 Literacy reports:
https:/ /tinyurl.com/middle-school-presentation

https:/ /tinyurl.com/21-22-MCAS-Review

https:/ /tinyurl.com/mCILASS-K-2-Literacy-Update

4. Other Questions
1. Current enrollment (2/1/23) by grade (p-k, k-8, HS) and by school with
comparison to last year.

a. Data is reported to state for March 1(takes several weeks to process); we can
provide this information to AC at alater date (unless October 1data suffices).
There is no February 1equivalent that we can use.’

2. Where is the actual analysis and rationale for projected student enrollment
next year?

a. How does the projected enrollment next year compare to what was the
projected enrollment for this year (a number that was not close to being
met): Projected enrollment for FY24 is 7,195; FY23 projection was 7016 (low)
to 7247 (mid). The 7,195 uses “mid” methodology (single-point projection +
international return data).

b. Are we seeing new students from new construction on top of the October
number? Are those portions of Hancock Village included in the Cropper
study generating the level of enrollment forecasted by Cropper? If not,
what is our actual experience and how does that inform future estimates?
Planning Dept data 'showed 90 students expected from CHR ROSB

6 This data is now available and has been posted.
7 Ms. Thall has requested the Planning Department “data” and methodology and has not received a reply. We do not know
on what basis the reported expectation is being made.
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propetties for 22-23. We have anet of 3 students at Baker since 10/1 (10/1/21:
617 to 10/1/22: 672 = 55) but no data yet on where their residence is.?

c. What evidence exists, beyond new construction that may or may not
occur, to suggest that the historic drivers of enrollment will lead to
significant increase in enrollment over the next three years? We are not
predicting a significant increase in enrollment over the next three years.

3. Is there any sense as to in which districts population growth will occur? Is
there a shift in concentrations of students forecasted? What will this mean for
placement and space utilization?

a. There is no data on this at this time. The district plans to rely on the existing
buffer zones to address space and placements.

4. ESSER and ARPA funds were used to support both ongoing and one-
time /short-term acute needs. What were those one-time and short-term acute
needs, are they still being funded and, if so, why?

a. ESSER, ARP and CARES/CVR Funds were used to fund one-time short-term
acute needs, principally for FY21: see https://tinyurl.com/5-20-22-Budget-
Update

b. ESSER and ARP supported ongoing operational budget shortfalls caused by
the mismatch between expense growth rate and revenue growth rate.

i. As discussed in last year’s discussion, from FY21 to FY22, PSB
allocation from town increased just 0.3%, which has been a significant
driver of the structural deficit/use of one-time funds for operations.

5. Excess funds in the BEEP revolving fund are being utilized to offset general
PSB operations in FY24. What is the rationale behind that and how does
using them mesh with revolving fund guidelines/rules?

a. Over a period of two years (FY20 and FY21), PSB shifted costs related to
BEEDP special education from the BEEP revolving fund to the operating
budget. This was done in response to a former deputy superintendent’s analysis
that special education is the responsibility of the district and should not be fully
carried on the revolving fund.

b. We emphasize there is no restriction against the previous practice.

c. The staff costs for the program are split between the operating budget and the
revolving fund and are reviewed annually to determine the amounts charged to
account.

d. As a result of this shift in costs, the BEEP revolving fund has accrued a large
balance.

8 Ms. Thall states that this statement is wrong, that the data is available and that she has offered to provide a copy to the
Chair of the School Committee.
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e. The $1M that that is being described in the question as an “offset to general
PSB operations” will be used not for general PSB operations but rather to fund
a portion of the BEEP personnel costs described above.
t. At this time staff project that the revolving fund does not have the capacity to
carry more than $1M for one year.
6. Where is the breakeven analysis for the BEEP extended day proposal? See
chart
7. Why does the Override Request not include any potential excess revenue
from BEEDP extended day as proposed? Possible uses include:
a. Partial payment of leases
b. Payment for services at Clark Road or to BEEP elsewhere that are
currently absorbed by the Town.
i. What services does the Town provide to BEEP?
ii. Is the PSB charging BEEP an appropriate overhead charge?
iii. Does a school revolving fund have different rules than a municipal
one and, if so, in what ways are they different (citations, please).

BEEP has an anticipated enrollment of 190-217 tuition paying seats; exact
enrollment will determine revenue and any excess revenue. Initial calculations have
determined the breakeven is at 160 seats (see question 6); additional revenue may
enable contribution toward remaining leases (e.g. Putterham) or towards general
operating expenses, e.g. custodial. The building department receives funds from
PSB to provide repair/maintenance of Town-owned facilities as well as some leased
facilities, depending on the terms of the lease. Revolving funds are uniformly dealt
with under MGL Ch 44 Section 53E: https://tinyurl.com/MA-Law-on-
Revolving-Funds

. There is $115,000 for world languages. This has been described as, in the first
year, an evaluation of the elementary world language program.

a. Why does it carry over into future years at the same (inflated) amount?
The requested funding is for a 1.0 FTE dedicated to program redesign (with an
annual salary inflation factor). It has not been described by PSB as an
evaluation of the elementary world language program. The world language
“evaluation” (program review) is currently being bid out. The function of this
individual will be to take the recommendations from the review and consider
program redesign.

b. If initially for a study, continuing the funding implies a conclusion that
some change will happen and that the change will cost at least as much
as the study itself. The expectation is that a program redesign is not a single-
year activity; planning of this magnitude is a multi-year endeavor.

19


https://tinyurl.com/MA-Law-on-Revol